omission of some that are doubtful or imperfectly described. It has not been possible to check all those listed.
The compiler will be grateful to hear of any errors or omissions, inevitable in a preliminary survey such as this, as well as to receive material or mounted slides' that may help in advancing knowledge of our diatom flora.
Finally, it is hoped that this list will provide a stimulus for field-work of which a vast amount is yet necessary. Cleve-Euler (1951) makes this a variety of Coscinodiscus asteromphalus Ehrenb. (4) Rattray makes this a synonym of C. apiculatus Ehrenb., but Mann (1907) points out that it is nearer to C. radiatus Ehrenb. Hustedt unites it with C. perforatus Ehrenb. (5) Cleve-Euler (1951) makes this a subgenus of Coscinodiscus Ehrenb. This is not in the least useful, as Coscinosira Gran and Thalassiosira Cleve have characteristic colony formation and are genera well recognized by plankton biologists, who make most of their determinations upon either living or formalin-preserved material.
BACILLARIOPHYCEAE
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35-2 (6) Cleve-Euler (1951) credits this combination to Chauvin. (7) Hustedt's classification is followed here in that Hyalodiscus is reserved for those species that possess an umbilical line at about half the valve radius. More work is required on British material. (8) Paralia Heiberg is separated from Melosira on account of the punctate-areolate structure of the valve margin and mantle. Lebour (1930) , Gran (1905) , and Cleve-Euler (1951) accept Paralia; Hustedt gives it subgeneric rank. Often found in the plankton, particularly after winter storms. (9) Cleve-Euler (1951) makes Podosira Ehrenb. a subgenus of Melosira Agardh. (10) Gran (19°5) and Lebour (1930) Boyer (1927) , contains a wide range of forms whose only connexion is that they fail to fit reasonably into any other group of diatoms. In outline the cells may be circular, biangular or polygonal, and the valve surface is usually furnished with spines or processes. In such a family the synonymy is necessarily chaotic. The treatment adopted here is that of most modern taxonomists, and set out in Hendey (1937 Lebour (1930) and Boyer (1927) . I follow Hustedt here in considering them synonymous. It has been suggested that they are seasonal variations of the same organism. (9) Cleve (1873) created a new genus for this species on account of the absence of costae, .a distinction not generally accepted. (10) Hendey (1937) interprets the genus Triceratium Ehrenb. strictly in terms of T. favus the type of the genus, and excludes all species that do not possess cornutate processes and hexagonal areolation. This treatment reduces a very unwieldy genus to less than thirty species. (11) Trigonium Cleve is reserved for species that have an areolate surface but whose angles are furnished with rounded bosses of fine pores. (12) Chaetoceros is here considered as a neuter noun, and all specific epithets have been treated accordingly. All members of the genus are planktonic. Hendey (1937) was able to show that all the published species of this genus should be considered as phases of one species. Corethron hystrix Hensen is therefore given as a synonym of C. criophilum Castro The variation of this organism depends upon environmental factors of which probably salinity is the chief. (2) Hendey (1937) placed this genus in Discineae; its transference to its present position is on account of its peculiar girdle formation, and follows Hustedt (1927-30) and CleveEuler (1951) . (3) Hustedt (1927-30) 
Notes on Monoraphidineae
(1) Considered by some authorities as a variety of Achnanthes brevipes Agardh.
(2) This species and its varieties is seldom found in waters of full salinity, and in common with most brackish diatoms is liable to much variation in outline and size. (3) Usually considered as a fresh-water species, but has been found in marine waters having a salinity of 33 %0. (4) Considered by some authorities to belong to Cocconeis Ehrenberg, but separated from that genus on account of a peculiar internal plate which is attached to the raphe-bearing valve. (5) More information concerning the distribution of this species is required. (6) Species of this genus were originally described as geniculate forms of Gomphonema.
Further research, however, showed that the similarity with Gomphonema was superficial, and that the genus is correctly placed in the Monoraphidineae. 
Notes on Biraphidineae
(1) The Naviculaceae is the largest family of diatoms and the genera recognized here follow the review of the naviculoid diatoms by Cleve (1894-5 (Hendey, 1951) , but originally described from a fossil deposit in Japan. (6) Appears to be more common along the north and west than other coasts of Great Britain.
The name Brebissonia Grunow was accepted for conservation against Brebissonia Spach, 1835, by the Special Committee for Diatomaceae (Int. Code bot. nomencl., 1952, p. 70) . (7) It is accepted to-day by all diatomists that Diploneis Ehrenb. is sufficiently distinct to be recognized as a separate genus, despite the fact that Van Heurck and Mann included it in Navicula Ehrenb. However, a certain amount of confusion exists in the genus, largely because so many of the species were described in early literature and, by modern standards, poorly illustrated. Many of Ehrenberg's species are unidentifiable and the synonymy is complicated. Most of the species vary greatly in size and appearance, and this has led to an unwarranted multiplicity of names. The genus requires a critical review and the distribution of each species defined. (8) The sigmoid diatoms are dealt with here after the manner of Peragallo in 'Monographie du Genre Pleurosigma' published in Le Diatomiste (1890-1). In Donkinia the raphe is keeled above the valve surface and usually strongly sigmoid, while the valve outline is seldom sigmoid or only weakly so. (9) Usually recognized as a fresh-water species, but this variety is found not infrequently in fully saline waters.
JOURN. MAR. BIOL. ASSOC. VOL. 33. 1954 36 (10) The genus Mastogloia is recognized by most diatomists to-day, although Mann (19°7) grouped it under Navicula. It is distinguished from the latter by the presence of a loculiferous rim which is attached to the inside of the girdle. This internal system often becomes detached during cleaning operations and the valves without it differ in no way from those of Navicula. The genus is not well represented in British waters, and further research is needed on the distribution of the species. (11) Common around the west coasts of Britain, and usually considered distinct from N. lyra. (12) N. approximata Greville is sharply separated from other members of the Naviculae Lyratae by the foreshortening of the median striae around the raphe at the central nodule. This character is clearly shown in Peragallo's figure of N. hennedyii var. niceaensis (Diat. Mar. France, 1897 -1908 somewhat like a slide rule. As colony formation and methods of movement are norecords to the flora, and for undertaking the onerous task of checking the proofs. I am indebted alsoto Dr Mary Parke, without whose encouragement this list never would have been completed.
